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Abstract 
We examined the impact of advertisement slogans that either elicit or reduce feelings of guilt 
on chocolate purchasing decisions and consumption behaviour. Previous research suggests 
that consumers can be influenced by slogans with an explicit (e.g. “Guilty delight”), implicit 
(e.g. “Devil’s delight”) or no-guilt appeal (e.g. "True delight"). We aimed to replicate these 
findings and examine the impact of slogans that try to reduce feelings of guilt (e.g. "Less 
Guilty, More Pleasurable delight"). Two hundred fifteen visitors of a supermarket were 
randomly assigned to one of our four proposed guilt conditions and examined slogans. 
Subsequently, the participants tasted and assessed chocolate on willingness to pay, purchase 
intention and taste perception, while their amount consumed was registered. As no significant 
effects were discovered on these outcome variables, our results did not support previous 
research. However, we did find that younger people (< 28 years) fit the target group for 
chocolate better and were more susceptible to guilt elicitation than older people. 
keywords: guilt, pleasure, consumption, hedonic, reduce, slogans 
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 Imagine living in paradise. A place where you have everything you desire and where 
there are trees full of delicious fruits you can eat from. Except for one tree, from which it is 
strictly forbidden to have a bite. However, you have been fantasising about the taste of its 
forbidden fruits for quite a while now. Would you eventually give in to temptation? 
 The forbidden fruit in the story of Adam and Eve (Genesis 1:26-30, English Standard 
Version) is a good example of a hedonic good that is characterized as a “guilty pleasure”. A 
guilty pleasure is something you really desire but you really should not indulge in, because it 
can conflict with your long-term goals (Goldsmith, Cho & Dhar, 2012; Hofmann & Van 
Dillen, 2012).  
 Traditional research on self-control mainly focused on how to resist temptation 
instead of focusing on what makes us give in to temptation. Recent studies, however, focus 
more on the nature of desire. Hofmann & Van Dillen (2012) examined how desire emerges 
and how it drives behaviour. They suggest that a desire turns into a temptation when the 
behaviour that is driven by the desire conflicts with someone's goals and values. Giving in to 
temptation (e.g. indulging in comfort food while you are on a diet) can lead to feelings of 
guilt (Dubé, LeBel, & Lu, 2005) and the anticipation of feelings of guilt that might be elicited 
by this behaviour also has a great impact on the decision-making process (Mellers & 
McGraw, 2001).  
 Previous studies show contrasting findings of the effect of guilt on giving in to 
temptation. For instance, Chun, Patrick & MacInnis (2007) found that anticipated feelings of 
guilt decrease the likelihood of choosing a hedonic good over a non-hedonic good. However, 
Goldsmith, Cho & Dhar (2012) found that participants who were induced with feelings of 
guilt derived more pleasure from a hedonic good than when no guilt was induced. This was 
explained by a cognitive association they found between guilt and pleasure. While some 
major companies already advertise their hedonic goods using slogans that pertain a guilt 
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appeal, research in this field has been scarce. The insights from these studies, however, could 
have important implications for marketing strategies. 
 Research from Kahneman (2011) gives useful information on how guilt can be 
experimentally induced in participants, as he suggests that there are different paths by which 
people process information. Kahneman assumes that information is either processed by the 
fast, intuitive and emotional System 1 (implicit) or by the more deliberative, reasoning and 
slower System 2 (explicit). System 1 can process far more information than System 2, as 
System 1 is faster and more automatic. While the view of economists on decision-making 
used to be dominated by the idea that people always make rational decisions, Tversky & 
Kahneman (1974) showed in their research that the decision-making process is often prone to 
heuristics and biases and that people more often engage in automatic, intuitive (System 1) 
reasoning than economist used to think. Which system is most dominantly used to process 
information depends on the stimulus, the situation and one's state of mind (Kahneman, 2011).  
 For instance, by explicitly referring to guilt in a slogan of a hedonic product (e.g. 
"Guilty pleasure"), one is expected to process this by System 2 and consciously make an 
association between guilt and pleasure derived from the hedonic product. In addition, by 
implicitly referring to guilt in a slogan of a hedonic product (e.g. "Devil's delight"), System 1 
might still make a cognitive association between guilt and pleasure unconsciously. Taking 
this knowledge into account, it is probable that the explicitness of the induction of guilt in 
participants might have a different influence on how people process product information, 
which may, in turn, lead to variable effects on purchase intentions, consumers’ willingness to 
pay and pleasure derived from a hedonic good.  
 A recent study by Conzen and Oberstadt (2015) tested this idea by examining how 
different kinds of guilt appeals influence consumer behaviour and decision-making. Conzen 
and Oberstadt (2015) used three conditions in their design: explicit guilt slogans (e.g. “Guilty 
REDUCING	  GUILT	  IN	  HEDONIC	  CONSUMPTION	   5	  
delight”), implicit guilt slogans (e.g. “Devil’s delight”) or no guilt control slogans (e.g. “Real 
delight”). Participants were given different booklets with slogans, depending on the 
condition, and afterwards were free to take as much chocolate as they wanted and rated the 
chocolate on purchase intention, willingness to pay and taste. In their research, they found 
that promoting chocolate with slogans that induce guilt leads to less consumption of the 
product than with neutral slogans. Furthermore, slogans with an explicit guilt appeal resulted 
in the highest rating on tastiness, while purchase intentions and willingness to pay was rated 
highest in the implicit guilt condition.  
 Building on these findings, a follow-up study was conducted where an additional 
condition was added. In the additional condition, feelings of guilt were tried to be "reduced", 
while at the same time the cognitive association between guilt and pleasure is tried to be 
activated by bolding the relevant words “guilt” and “pleasurable” (e.g. "Less Guilty, More 
Pleasurable delight"). A cognitive association between guilt and the pleasure derived from 
the consumption of the product should still be made as the word "guilt" is explicitly used in 
these slogans. At the same time, actual feelings of guilt should be reduced due to the slogan's 
emphasis on "less guilty, more pleasurable". At first sight the bolded words "Guilty" and 
"Pleasurable" will get the participants attention, which might activate the emotional and fast 
System 1, the bolded words are perceptually more fluent. I suspect that this slogan will elicit 
feelings of guilt and, through its cognitive association, taste perception will be increased. 
Furthermore, upon second reading participants read the slogan altogether. As a result, System 
2 might be activated, as one might notice a discrepancy between the feelings of guilt 
experienced and the slogan stating otherwise. As a result, participants might realise that they 
should feel less guilty. Consequently, not only their pleasure from consumption increases but 
so does their amount consumed, willingness to pay and purchase intention. However, in 
accordance with the findings of Goldsmith et al. (2012), we believe that the reduction of 
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feelings of guilt will lower the taste perception. Hence, we predict that slogans with a reduced 
guilt appeal will result in a lower rating on taste perception than the implicit and explicit guilt 
condition, but higher than the control condition. Therefore, the following hypotheses were 
formulated.  
 H1: Advertisement slogans with a reduced guilt appeal will result in a larger amount 
of chocolate consumed than slogans with an explicit, implicit or no guilt appeal.  
 H2: Advertisement slogans with a reduced guilt appeal will result in a higher 
willingness to pay for chocolate than slogans with an explicit, implicit or no guilt appeal. 
 H3: Advertisement slogans with a reduced guilt appeal will result in a higher 
purchase intention for chocolate than slogans with an explicit, implicit or no guilt appeal. 
 H4: Advertisement slogans with a reduced guilt appeal will result in a lower taste 
perception of chocolate than in the explicit or implicit guilt appeals, but higher than in the 
control condition. 
 To examine the effectiveness of slogans with a reduced guilt appeal and to try to 
replicate previous findings on explicit versus implicit guilt communication, our study had a 
similar set-up as Conzen & Oberstadt (2015). First, participants were asked to rate slogans of 
one of the four conditions, which we randomly assigned them to. Then, the participants were 
told that they can eat as much chocolate pieces from a bowl as they wish. Afterwards, they 
were asked to indicate how much they were willing to pay for the chocolate, to what degree 
they have the intention to purchase the chocolate in the future and we requested them to 
evaluate the chocolate on taste perception. During the experiment, we kept track of the 
amount of chocolate each participant consumed.  
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Method 
Participants and Design 
 A field experiment was conducted inside a supermarket in Leiden. In total, a sample 
of n = 215 participated in the study. With one participant who did not specify gender, 59.3 
percent was female (n = 127) with an average age of Mage = 32.7, SDage = 14.21. The 
distribution of the characteristics of the participants among the four experimental conditions 
is as following: nreduced = 56 (Mage = 31.38, SDage = 13.69, nfemale = 32), nexplicit = 52 (Mage = 
32.52, SDage = 14.06, nfemale = 31), nimplicit = 54 (Mage = 35, SDage = 15.20, nfemale = 42), ncontrol 
= 53 (Mage = 31.92, SDage = 13.97, nfemale = 22). The field experiment was conducted using a 
one-factor between-subjects design, with divergent ad slogans that differed in their emphasis 
on guilt (reduced guilt, explicit guilt, implicit guilt, no guilt control), serving as independent 
variable. Participants’ amount of chocolate consumed, willingness to pay for a bar of this 
chocolate, purchase intention and taste perception (tasty, sweetness, rich and creamy) served 
as dependent variables.  
Procedure  
 Inside a supermarket (Albert Heijn) in Leiden people were approached and asked if 
they wanted to take part in a study of Leiden University on a new chocolate brand. On three 
consecutive days, we recruited our participants, who were instructed to rate chocolate 
advertising slogans on liking and, thereafter, taste and evaluate chocolate. For the reason that 
hunger of participants might influence their chocolate evaluation, we conducted our data 
collection in a morning shift (from 9 to 12 o'clock) and an afternoon shift (from 2 to 5 o' 
clock) to avoid breakfast and lunch times. To check whether our outcome variables were 
influenced by the shift of data collection, we marked the forms from the morning shift '1' and 
the those of from afternoon shift '2'.  
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 Before the participants were recruited in the experiment, we asked them if they were 
on a diet, if they had chocolate-related allergies, and whether their English comprehension 
was sufficient for the questionnaire. Participants were only included if they were not on a 
diet, had no chocolate-related allergies and had a sufficient comprehension of the English 
language.  
 The participants that met the requirements were then given a booklet that is divided 
into four different sections. The first section embodied the informed consent. This informed 
the participants that their participation in the study was voluntary, without obligation and that 
they were free to ask questions to the experimenters at any moment. 
Slogan evaluation. 
 Then, the participants were given the second section of the questionnaire. The 
participants were randomly assigned to one of the four different guilt conditions by giving 
them one of the four different versions. Each version contained six identical images of 
chocolate, each displayed with six different slogans. Each condition only differed in the 
degree of guilt they would elicit in the participants: reduced guilt condition (e.g. "Less guilty, 
more pleasurable delight”), explicit condition (e.g. “Guilty delight”), implicit guilt condition 
(e.g. “Devil’s delight”), and no guilt control condition (e.g. “Real delight”). The participants 
were asked to closely examine and rate the slogans on liking on a seven-point Likert-scale (1 
= not at all to 7 = very much). All used slogans and the image of chocolate can be found in 
Appendix C.  
 The slogans were first tested in a pilot study, to find out whether the guilt 
manipulation was not affected by the overall liking of the slogans. It was of importance that 
there were no significant differences in slogan liking between the guilt groups, as we only 
want the four different guilt appeals to be of influence on our outcome variables. In contrast 
to expectations, the results (Appendix A) show that the conditions differed in scores on 
REDUCING	  GUILT	  IN	  HEDONIC	  CONSUMPTION	   9	  
slogan liking. This, however, was no real reason for concern, as a small sample size (n = 24) 
leads to low statistical power and Conzen & Oberstadt (2015) found no such difference in 
their study. In line with expectations, a significant difference was found on anticipated guilt. 
Whereas Conzen & Oberstadt (2015) selected only a few slogans from their pilot study, we 
used all slogans from our pilot study for our main experiment. We believed that more slogans 
made people focus longer on the message it contains, which, in turn, might strengthen the 
priming effect of our guilt manipulation.  
Chocolate evaluation 
 After the participants evaluated the slogans, they were asked to taste the chocolate 
and to take as many pieces as they would like "to achieve an optimal taste perception". Then, 
they were given the third part of the booklet, which consisted of the dependent measures of 
the experiment. Here, the participants had to rate the chocolate on overall taste, sweetness 
and how rich and creamy they perceived it to be. In addition, they also had to rate how much 
they were willing to pay for a bar of the chocolate and if they had a future purchase intention 
for this chocolate. Meanwhile, we also kept track of how many pieces the participants 
consumed. 
Demographics and controls.  
 In the final section, participants could fill in their age, gender, length and weight. In 
addition, they had to evaluate some control variables asking for current feelings of hunger, 
general dietary concerns and overall liking of chocolate. This in regard to their possible 
influence on the dependent variables. Finally, the participants were asked to specify to what 
degree they experienced feelings of guilt subsequent to consumption. 
 At the end of the questionnaire, we revealed the purpose of our experiment and 
requested our participants to authorise us for using their data in our research. Finally, after 
they placed their signature under the debrief they were thanked and dismissed. 
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Measures  
Outcome variables 
 The same dependent measures were used as Conzen & Oberstadt (2015) used in their 
study. The score on amount consumed was measured by the researchers, as they observed 
and registered the amount of chocolate participants ate. Participants were asked to indicate 
their willingness to pay for the chocolate with the question: "How much money are you 
willing to pay (in Eurocents) for a bar of this new chocolate brand?” (Miller, Hofstetter, 
Krohmer, & Zhang, 2011). As an answer to the question: “How likely is it that you would 
purchase this new chocolate brand in the future?", participants could specify on a seven-point 
Likert-scale ranging from 1 = not at all to 7 = very much their purchase intention (Tudoran, 
Olsen, & Dopico, 2012). Taste perception was measured by the sum of the scores of the four 
underlying dimensions; tasty, sweet, rich and creamy. Participants were asked to indicate 
how tasty, sweet, rich and creamy the chocolate was for them on a seven-point Likert-scale (1 
= not at all to 7 = very much). 
Control variables 
 To check whether there might be confounding variables, we requested our 
participants to give us their information on age (years), gender (male vs. female), length 
(centimetres) and weight (kilograms). In addition, to control for the possible influence of 
hunger, current hunger was measured by asking the question: “Are you currently hungry?” 
This question is extracted from the ‘Craving as a psychological state’-subscale of the FSQ-S 
(Cepeda-Benito, Gleaves, Williams, & Erath, 2000) and hunger could be specified on a 
seven-point Likert-scale (1 = not at all to 7 = very much). Furthermore, participants were 
requested to indicate how many hours ago they had last eaten (Van Dillen, Papies & 
Hofmann, 2013). Subsequently, we requested our participants to indicate their general liking 
of chocolate with the question: “How much do you like chocolate in general?”, and was rated 
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on a seven-point Likert-scale (1 = not at all to 7 = very much). On the last item (“How guilty 
do you feel after eating the chocolate?”) participants could indicate to what degree they felt 
guilty on a seven-point Likert-scale (1 = not at all to 7 = very much). Hereby we can measure 
whether the guilt manipulation was successful. It was chosen to measure this at the end of the 
survey, as we wanted to avoid participants to discover the real purpose of our study. 
Data-analysis 
 To find out whether the dependent variables tasty, sweet, rich and creamy can be 
merged together into the taste perception scale, a reliability analysis was conducted using 
Cronbach's alpha (α). Unfortunately, the internal consistency of the taste perception scale was 
relatively low, Cronbach's α = .67. According to Kline (1999), a Cronbach's α of at least .8 is 
needed for diagnostic purposes and a Cronbach's α of at least .7 is needed for scientific use. 
As shown in Table 1, sweet has the lowest correlation with the other underlying items of the 
taste perception scale. When excluding the item sweet from the reliability test, the internal 
consistency of the taste perception scale substantially increases to α = .72, which is above the 
suggested cut-off point. However, the research of Viaene & Januszewska (1999) shows that 
the sensory perception of chocolate depends on four underlying constructs: sweetness, aroma, 
texture and melting properties. This shows that sweetness is an underlying construct of taste 
perception and excluding sweetness would lower the construct validity of taste perception. 
Moreover, Kline (1999) also states that when testing psychological constructs, an internal 
consistency lower than .7 can regularly be expected, as often divergent constructs are 
measured. All things considered, it was decided to include the item sweet in the taste 
perception scale. The sum of scores of the four dimensions tasty, sweet, rich and creamy is 
used to measure taste perception. 
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Table 1. 
Inter-item correlation matrix and reliability statistics for the taste perception scale. 
Variable Tasty Sweet Rich Creamy Cronbach's alpha (α) if 
item deleted 
Tasty - .18* .49** .41** .57 
Sweet  - .21** .22** .72 
Rich   - .49** .53 
Creamy    - .56 
* p < .05, ** p < .01 
 To analyse the impact of the four guilt conditions on the dependent variables amount 
consumed, willingness to pay, purchase intention and taste perception, it was decided to 
conduct four separate one-way analyses of variance (ANOVA). 
 The assumptions of these ANOVAs will be checked using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
test for normality and Levene's test for homogeneity of variances. In case the assumptions of 
an ANOVA were violated, there was no reason for concern, as Field (2013) suggests that F is 
robust when group sizes are approximately equal and of sufficient size (n > 20). Considering 
that the group sizes for the four guilt conditions all have n > 50 and have approximately equal 
group sizes, F is robust and all violations of normality and homogeneity of variances can be 
ignored. Moreover, it can be assumed that the assumption of independence is not violated in 
any test, due to the setup of experimental design, which ensures that the observations are 
randomly and independently sampled.  
Results 
Guilt manipulation check 
 Prior to hypothesis testing, it was analysed whether the slogans of the four 
experimental conditions would have an effect on guilt, without affecting the overall liking of 
the slogans. Therefore, two separate one-way ANOVA's were performed.  
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 The results of the ANOVA on the mean score of slogan liking, with guilt 
manipulation as factor, are in contrast with the results of the pilot study. Whereas the pilot 
study (Appendix A) showed a significant difference between the conditions on slogan liking, 
the results of the manipulation check did not, F(3,209) = 0.171, p = .916, η2 = .002. This 
indicates that, as intended, the four conditions did not affect slogan liking.  One extreme 
outlier was found, z = 5.82, but it was still taken into account as it was not influential (D = 
0.17). The assumption of homogeneity of variance was violated (F(3,209) = 5.165, p = .002). 
However, as group sizes are approximately equal, F is robust.  
 Furthermore, whereas our pilot study (Appendix A) did reveal significant differences 
between the guilt conditions on the score of guilt, the results from the ANOVA of this 
manipulation check did not, F(3,211) = 1.03, p = .38, η2 = .014. This indicates that our guilt 
manipulation was unsuccessful. The assumption of normality was violated (p < .001). 
However, F is robust. As a successful manipulation of guilt was crucial for our research, we 
examined possible causes in the Explorative findings section. 
Preliminary Data Preparation 
 Before conducting the analyses for hypotheses testing, the data were screened and 
cleaned. On amount consumed, one outlier was found with a standardized residual z = 9.73. 
This is well outside the suggested range of |z| < 3.29, making it an extreme outlier and a 
serious reason for concern (Field, 2013). Cook's distance (D) for amount (D = 0.46) is not 
above the suggested value of an influential outlier of 1, therefore, according to Stevens 
(2002), there is no real need to remove the outlier. However, taken into account that the 
ANOVA test for amount is significant, F(3, 211) = 2.65, p = .05, η2 = 0.013), while knowing 
that the data is slightly biased by an extreme and moderately influential (D = 0.46) outlier, 
not dealing with it would only serve the goal of favouring our hypothesis. Therefore, it was 
decided to winsorize this score. By winsorizing data, the value of an outlier is replaced by 
REDUCING	  GUILT	  IN	  HEDONIC	  CONSUMPTION	   14	  
the next highest value that is not an extreme outlier (|z| < 3.29) (Field, 2013). This technique 
was chosen above removal of the outlier because now the case is still taken into account, 
while promoting the accuracy of the model. Five additional outliers on amount consumed 
were unmodified, as these were not extreme (|z| < 3.29), nor influential (D < 0.06).  
 Furthermore, on willingness to pay, one outlier was found with a standardized 
residual z = 3.65. This is just outside the suggested range of |z| < 3.29, making it a possible 
reason for concern (Field, 2013). Cook's distance (D = .06), however, revealed that the 
outlier was not influential and was therefore included in hypothesis testing together with 10 
other non influential (D < 0.06) moderate outliers (|z| < 3.29) on willingness to pay. 
Hypothesis Testing 
 To get a clear view of the results, the descriptive statistics of the dependent variables 
as function of the experimental groups are shown in Table 1. 
Table 1. 
Descriptive statistics showing the means and standard deviations of the dependent variables 
as function of the experimental conditions. 
Measure   M    σ  
Amount 
  Reduced guilt 
  Explicit guilt 
  Implicit guilt 
  No guilt control 
 
1.68 
1.79 
1.39 
1.42 
 
0.96 
1.05 
0.68 
0.84 
 
Willingness to pay 
  Reduced guilt 
  Explicit guilt 
  Implicit guilt 
  No guilt control 
 
1.47 
1.37 
1.35 
1.40 
 
0.75 
0.64 
0.71 
0.75 
 
Purchase intention 
  Reduced guilt 
  Explicit guilt 
  Implicit guilt 
  No guilt control 
 
3.36 
3.35 
2.94 
3.21 
 
1.62 
1.37 
1.45 
1.51 
 
Taste perception 
  Reduced guilt 
  Explicit guilt 
  Implicit guilt 
  No guilt control 
 
18.23 
18.77 
17.19 
17.63 
 
4.33 
4.01 
4.31 
3.38 
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Amount consumed 
 To determine whether the guilt manipulation had an effect on the amount of 
chocolate consumed, a one-way ANOVA was conducted, in which amount served as 
dependent variable and guilt manipulation as independent variable. Both the assumptions of 
normality and homogeneity of variances were violated. This, however, was no reason for 
concern, as F is robust. The assumption of independence was met. An extensive explanation 
can be found in Appendix B. The results of the ANOVA reveal that there is no significant 
main effect of the experimental groups on amount consumed F(3,211) = 2.58, p = .055, η2 = 
.009. Hence, no evidence was found in favour of the first hypothesis (H1), which predicted 
that slogans with a reduced guilt appeal result in a higher amount of chocolate pieces 
consumed, compared to the other conditions.  
Willingness to pay 
Furthermore, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine whether the guilt 
manipulation had an effect on willingness to pay. No significant main effect of the 
experimental conditions was found, F(3,200) = 0.309, p = .819, η2 = .001. Consequently, no 
evidence was found in favour of the second hypothesis (H2), which predicted that slogans 
with a reduced guilt appeal will result in a higher willingness to pay for chocolate consumed. 
Only the assumption of normality was violated. This was ignored since F is robust, as can be 
seen in Appendix B.  
Purchase intention 
 To find out whether the guilt manipulation had an effect on purchase intention, a 
third one-way ANOVA was conducted, in which purchase intention served as dependent 
variable and guilt manipulation as independent variable. The results revealed no significant 
main effect on purchase intention, F(3,211) = 0.895, p = .445, η2 = .002. Therefore, no 
evidence was found in favour of the third hypothesis (H2), which predicted that slogans with 
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a reduced guilt appeal will result in a higher purchase intention for the chocolate, compared 
to the other conditions. As can be seen in Appendix B, only the assumption of normality was 
violated. This was ignored since F is robust.  
Taste perception 
 Finally, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to analyse whether the independent 
variable guilt condition had an effect on dependent variable taste perception. The results 
indicated that the experimental manipulation had no significant main effect on taste 
perception, F(3,209) = 1.541, p = .205, η2 = .001. As a result, hypothesis four (H4), which 
predicted that slogans with a reduced guilt appeal will result in different taste perception, 
compared to the other conditions, is rejected. No assumptions were violated, as can be seen 
in Appendix B. As can be seen in Appendix B, only the assumption of normality was 
violated. This was ignored since F is robust. 
Explorative results 
 The results of our manipulation check and hypotheses testing indicated that the 
experimental manipulation of guilt was ineffective. As it was crucial for our research to 
induce guilt successfully, we further examined our data in the search for an explanation. As 
shown in Table 2, we discovered that the control variable age had a significant negative 
correlation with all our outcome variables, except for amount of chocolate consumed. 
Therefore, we suspected that age could be a confounding factor. To control for age, we split 
our data in half on the median of age (Mdnage = 27). This divided the participants in group 
young, nyoung = 107 (Mage = 21.98, SDage = 2.85) and group older, nolder = 108 (Mage = 43.31, 
SDage = 12.93). 
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Table 2.  
Correlations between the dependent variables and control variables. 
Variable Amount WTP PI Taste 
Perception 
Slogan 
Liking 
Guilt Age 
Amount - .001 .176** .186** .065 -.063 .043 
WTP  - .481** .362** .179* .015 -.185** 
PI   - .556** .275** .014 -.216** 
Taste Perception    - .235** .128 -.368** 
Slogan Liking     - .181** -.138* 
Guilt      - -.178** 
* p < .05, ** p < .01 
 Subsequently, we conducted a one-way ANOVA on group young with the four guilt 
conditions as independent variable and guilt perceived as dependent variable. The result 
shows that the guilt manipulation was significantly effective, F(3,103) = 3.890, p < .05, η2 = 
.035. Post-hoc analysis (Tukey HSD) indicated that participants in the explicit guilt condition 
(M = 2.96 , SD = 1.72) significantly perceived higher levels of guilt than participants in the 
reduced guilt condition (M = 1.69 , SD = 1.26), p < .05. No significant differences were 
found between the explicit guilt condition and the implicit (M = 2.38 , SD = 1.66), p = .056, 
or control condition (M = 1.89 , SD = 1.45), p = .525. Even though our sample size (n = 107) 
was more than twice a small as in the original test (n = 215), the power of this ANOVA (β = 
.81) was still sufficient. According to Cohen (1988) one must strive for statistical power > .8.  
 To determine whether this guilt manipulation did not affect slogan liking, we 
conducted another one-way ANOVA on group young with slogan liking as dependent 
variable and guilt condition as independent variable. The results reveal a significant effect of 
guilt manipulation on slogan liking, F(3,101) = 3.062, p < .05, η2 = .006. Post-hoc analysis 
(Tukey HSD) reveals that slogans with an explicit guilt appeal (M = 3.99 , SD = 1.45) scored 
significantly higher on liking than slogans with no guilt appeal (M = 3.2 , SD = 0.68), p < 
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.05. No further significant differences were found between the experimental conditions on 
slogan liking (all ps > .111).  
 Finally, four separate one-way ANOVAs were conducted on group young for the 
outcome variables amount consumed, willingness to pay, purchase intention and taste 
intensity with the guilt manipulation as independent variable. The results of the ANOVAs 
revealed no significant main effects (all ps > .318). 
Discussion 
 The goal of this research was to investigate whether eliciting guilt by advertisement 
slogans would have an effect on consumer behaviour while eating chocolate. In our study, we 
tried to reproduce the results found by Conzen and Oberstadt (2015) by measuring the same 
dependent variables (amount consumed, willingness to pay, purchase intention and taste 
perception of chocolate). Furthermore, we used the same guilt manipulation (explicit guilt, 
implicit guilt or no guilt control), although we added an additional condition, called the 
reduced guilt condition. After participants were assigned to one of the four guilt conditions, 
which contained slogans with an appeal that matched the condition, they tasted and evaluated 
the chocolate. While we kept track of the participant's amount of chocolate consumed, they 
evaluated the chocolate on willingness to pay for, purchase intention and taste perception. To 
determine whether the guilt manipulation was successful, participants had to indicate the 
level of guilt they perceived at the end of the survey. The goal of the slogans in the reduced 
guilt condition was to reduce feelings of guilt, while at the same time triggering the 
association between guilt and pleasure by bolding the relevant words (e.g. "Less Guilty, 
More Pleasurable"). We proposed that by making the concept of guilt salient, while 
emphasising that one does not have to feel guilty, amount of chocolate consumed, willingness 
to pay, purchase intention and taste perception of chocolate would be higher in the reduced 
guilt condition compared to the other conditions.  
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 Whereas the study of Conzen and Oberstadt (2015) showed significant main effects of 
the guilt manipulation on amount consumed, willingness to pay and tastiness, our research 
revealed no evidence to support these findings. Moreover, we discovered no significant main 
effects for any of our outcome variables, hence, our results did not support our hypotheses. 
This can be ascribed to multiple potential causes.  
 First, the results of the manipulation check implicated that the guilt manipulation was 
unsuccessful. This is in contrast with our pre-test (Appendix A). For our research, it was 
crucial that the four guilt appeals differentiated in the levels of guilt they elicited, as this is 
our experimental manipulation. Our results revealed that, apart from amount of chocolate 
consumed, all outcome variables assessing attitudes towards the chocolate, including slogan 
liking and perceived guilt, had significant negative correlations with age. This suggests that 
older participants liked the slogans and chocolate less, were less likely to buy and pay for it 
and perceived less guilt. Moreover, when only using the younger half of our sample in our 
analyses, suddenly, our guilt manipulation was successful. For this younger group, slogans 
containing an explicit guilt appeal, as predicted, resulted in higher levels of guilt compared to 
slogans with a reduced guilt appeal. In addition, we found that this younger group liked 
slogans with an explicit guilt appeal better than slogans with no guilt appeal. These results 
taken from the younger sample on perceived guilt and slogan liking, suggest that younger 
adults are more susceptible to guilt elicitation by chocolate advertising slogans than older 
adults. However, the guilt manipulation did not affect amount of chocolate consumed, 
willingness to pay for, purchase intention, and taste perception of chocolate significantly in 
this younger sample.  
 The difference in results on perceived guilt and slogan liking between the younger 
sample and the original sample was caused by a difference in age. An explanation for this 
might be that younger adults fit the target group for chocolate advertising slogans better. A 
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target group can be defined as a specific group an advertisement is intended to reach, as that 
group of people would be most interested in the offer it pertains (Target group, n.d.). In a 
study on comfort food by Wansink, Cheney & Chan (2003), it was found that younger people 
(18-34) prefer comfort food (snack-related foods), such as chocolate, ice cream and potato 
chips, more than older people (35+). This implicates that older people generally are less 
interested in chocolate, which might make them less receptive to chocolate advertising 
slogans and their guilt appeal.  
 Furthermore, a reason why our results deviate from the findings of the research 
conducted by Conzen and Oberstadt (2015), might be that their sample only existed out of 
students. As we wanted to make our research more generalizable to the Dutch population, our 
sample was taken in a supermarket, which resulted in a more diverse sample composition. 
We investigated a different population, which might explain the different outcomes. Peterson 
(2001) conducted a meta-analysis on the use of college students in social experiments. 
Responses from college students were found slightly more homogeneous and effect sizes 
often alter in magnitude and direction, as opposed to nonstudents. Therefore, he suggests that 
researchers have to be wary when generalising results from studies that mainly sampled 
college students. 
Limitations and recommendations for future research 
 In hindsight, our methodology contained several noteworthy weaknesses, which 
might have impacted our outcomes. First of all, we presented ourselves as the brand "Pure 
Pleasures", equal to the study of Conzen and Oberstadt (2015). The word "pure" would 
address the taste of truly good chocolate. However, when the word "pure" is used in the 
context of chocolate in Dutch, people always indicate dark chocolate. Even though not 
measured, we believe that educational level, and thereby comprehension of English, most 
probably was higher in the study of Conzen and Oberstadt (2015). Their sample contains only 
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university students, whereas our sample contains Dutch grocery shoppers. Therefore we 
believe that in our study, compared to the research of Conzen and Oberstadt (2015), more 
often participants might have thought that they were going to taste dark chocolate, but instead 
got milk chocolate. Yeomans, Chambers, Blumenthal & Blake (2008) conducted a research 
on the impact of expectancy in sensory and hedonic evaluation. They let participants taste 
frozen salmon mousse, without telling them. Instead, in one condition a platter with the 
mousse had a sign saying it was ice cream, while the other condition showed a platter with 
the mousse saying it was frozen savoury mousse. They discovered that the more unexpected 
the food tastes, as in the ice cream condition, the more negative food was evaluated. All in 
all, we believe that the word "pure" from "Pure Pleasure" might have led to confusion and, in 
turn, affected our results. For future studies, we recommend using a different fictional name 
that better matches the product. 
 Another limitation was that, for the taste test, we used the cheapest chocolate 
available in the supermarket we conducted our experiment in. This chocolate (AH basic milk 
chocolate) was of relatively poor quality. Although all participants got the same poor quality 
chocolate, we believe this still might have influenced our results. According to a study by 
Desmet & Schifferstein (2008), people can experience disappointment when the quality of 
food is below their standards and the taste is worse than expected. Therefore, we propose 
that, even when primed with guilt, as pleasure never arises from consumption because of the 
poor chocolate quality, disappointment might be rather elicited than guilt. We suggest future 
research to pre-test their chocolate prior to conducting their research. 
 Not only was our chocolate bar of poor quality, it also had the highest concentration 
of sugar (61 grams) per 100 grams (g) compared to prominent brands (Milka 58 g, Tony's 
Chocolonely 57 g, Delicata 49 g, Côte d'Or 55 g, Verkade 51.8 g and Bros 55 g per 100 g) 
that market milk chocolate bars (Albert Heijn, 2018). This high concentration of sugar might 
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have caused the relatively low internal consistency of the taste perception scale. Aside from 
having only weak correlations with the other constructs of the proposed taste perception 
scale, sweetness has no correlation with any of the other experimental factors, while tasty, 
rich and creamy do. Sweetness decreases the accuracy of the scale but was left in, as Viaene 
& Januszewska (1999) suggest sweetness is an important factor in the evaluation of 
chocolate. Therefore we suggest that future research should use chocolate with an average 
sugar concentration. 
 Finally, a weakness in our procedure was our guilt manipulation check. We asked our 
participants how guilty they felt at the end of our survey. The experimental groups did not 
differentiate from one another on perceived feelings of guilt. This suggests that the guilt 
manipulation failed and is in contrast with our findings in our pilot study (Appendix A). 
According to Verduyn, Delaveau, Rotgé, Fossati & Van Mechelen (2015), the duration of an 
emotional episode can last between a few seconds to a few minutes. We do not know how 
long the emotion guilt lasts when elicited by a slogan. Therefore, guilt could have been tested 
more accurately when this was done immediately after elicitation. Even though we did find a 
main effect on perceived guilt when we only tested the younger half of our sample, this effect 
might have been stronger when guilt was measured at an earlier stage of the experiment. 
However, to prevent participants from discovering the true goal of the experiment, we chose 
to do it at the end of the survey. In hindsight, we propose guilt should be measured 
subsequent to the questions on dependent variables, instead of at the end of the survey.  
Theoretical and practical implication 
 Despite finding no results supporting the effectiveness of slogans with a reduced guilt 
appeal, there are a lot of companies who market their hedonic products in a similar way. 
These products are promoted with slogans, or even product names, which contain words 
referring to guilt, such as "guilt-free" (Amazone.com, n.d.) or "reduced guilt" (Trader Joe's, 
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n.d.). However, the products of companies, such as Trader Joe’s (n.d.), differentiate from our 
chocolate on one characteristic in particular: most often they are light products. A light 
product generally contains less fat or fewer calories than their regular variant (Light, n.d.). 
Therefore, consumers have a reason to believe that they indeed will feel less guilty by 
consuming these products. According to research on compliance to a request (Langer, Blank 
& Chanowitz,1978), using the word "because" followed by a reason significantly increases 
compliance. Our reduced guilt slogans do not give any reason why people should feel less 
guilty. Thus, we believe that slogans with a reduced guilt appeal might suit light products 
better. For future research, we think it would be interesting to investigate the effects of 
slogans with a reduced guilt appeal when promoting light products. Promotional text such as, 
"less fat", "less sugar" or "less salt", accentuates that the original product is unhealthy and 
might indicate that now the product is less tasty. By communicating "reduced guilt" or "guilt-
free", attention is directed to the consumer's self, instead of the product. It speaks to one's 
possible long-term goals, to eat healthier, for instance, only to subsequently comfort them 
that it is "ok" to indulge, as the slogans ensure that one does not have to feel guilty.  
Conclusion 
 Even though our research reveals that the use of guilt appeals in slogans for hedonic 
products do not affect consumer behaviour, a lot can still be learned. Considering that 
previous studies did reveal evidence for such effects, two conclusions can be drawn. In the 
first place, we learned that people of 27 years and younger fit the target group for chocolate 
advertising slogans better and were more susceptible to guilt elicitation than older people. 
Therefore we stress the importance of clearly defining the target group prior to conducting 
the research. Otherwise, the lack of interest for the product might diminish the effects of 
slogans with a guilt appeal on amount of chocolate consumed, willingness to pay for the 
chocolate, purchase intention and taste perception of chocolate.  
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Secondly, slogans with a reduced guilt appeal did not result in a higher valuation of 
chocolate. However, these slogans might be suited better for advertising light products, as the 
healthier attributes of these products would give the consumer a clear reason why people 
should feel less guilty. 
 On the whole, as previous studies (Goldsmith, Cho & Dhar, 2012; Conzen & 
Oberstadt) did find evidence for an cognitive association between guilt and pleasure and as 
brands such as, Magnum ('7 sins') and Trader Joe's ('reduced guilt') consistently communicate 
guilt, we still believe in the power of a guilt appeal. In the end, as anticipated guilt makes our 
moments of indulgence scarce and special, wouldn’t life be just dull without it? 
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Appendix A 
 Before conducting the actual experiment a pilot study was run to test whether the 
slogans of the four experimental conditions would have an effect on guilt, without affecting 
their overall liking. Twenty-four slogans (six for every condition) were rated on a seven-point 
Likert-scale (1 = not at all to 7 = very much) by twenty participants on liking, willingness to 
try the chocolate advertised and anticipated happiness and guilt one would derive from 
consumption of the chocolate. The pilot study consisted of an online questionnaire using a 
within-subjects design. The scores on liking of the slogans and anticipated guilt that 
participants believed to derive from consumption of the chocolate served as the main 
dependent variables.  
 The results of a repeated-measures analysis of variance of slogan liking with guilt 
manipulation (reduced guilt vs. explicit guilt vs. implicit guilt vs. no guilt control) as factor 
showed different results than was expected. Slogan liking was significantly affected by 
slogan category, Pillai's Trace V = .61, F(3,17) = 8.74, p = .001, η2 = .607. Post hoc tests 
using Bonferroni correction revealed that participants significantly liked the slogans in the 
explicit guilt condition (M = 2.6, SD = 0.22) less than in the implicit guilt condition (M = 
3.66, SD = 0.15, p = .001) and in the no guilt control condition (M = 4.03, SD = 0.29, p = 
.004). As slogan liking might influence our outcome variables, this significant main effect is 
not desirable. However, it was no real reason for concern, as a small sample size (n = 24) 
leads to low statistical power. Moreover, apart from the slogans in the reduced guilt 
condition, Conzen & Oberstadt (2015) used the same slogans in their study and they did not 
find a significant main effect on slogan liking. Therefore, we did not adjust our slogans for 
our main experiment. 
 The Mauchly's test of the repeated-measures analysis of variance of anticipated guilt 
showed that the assumption of sphericity has been violated, X2(5) = 15.74, p = .008, therefore 
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the degrees of freedom were corrected using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimates of sphericity 
(ε = .69). Anticipated guilt was, as expected, significantly affected by slogan category, 
F(2.06,18.09) = 8.72, p = .001, η2 = .315. This result shows that the guilt manipulation is, 
which is crucial for our main experiment. Post hoc tests using Bonferroni correction revealed 
that participants significantly anticipated more guilt from consuming the chocolate advertised 
with the slogans in the explicit guilt condition (M = 4.33, SD = 0.43) than in the implicit guilt 
condition (M = 3.39, SD = 0.34, p = .02) and in the no guilt control condition (M = 2.47, SD 
= 0.21, p = .003). Furthermore, participants anticipated significantly more guilt than slogans 
in the no guilt control condition.  
 Whereas Conzen & Oberstadt (2015) selected only a few slogans from their pilot 
study, we decided to use all slogans from our pilot study for our main experiment. We 
believed that more slogans made people focus longer on the message it pertains, which, in 
turn, might strengthen the priming effect of the guilt appeals in our experimental 
manipulation. 
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Appendix B 
Assumption checks 
 Before conducting the four one-way ANOVAs, used for hypothesis testing, the 
assumptions were checked. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used to analyse the normality 
assumption and the Levene's test was used to analyse the assumption of homogeneity of 
variances. It can be assumed that the assumption of independence is not violated in any test, 
due to the setup of experimental design, which ensures that the observations are 
independently sampled.  
 As can be seen in Table 2, the assumption for normality is violated on all variables 
(amount, willingness to pay, purchase intention and taste perception). This, however, is no 
reason for concern. Field (2013) suggests that F is robust when group sizes are 
approximately equal and of sufficient size (n > 20). Considering that the group sizes for the 
four guilt conditions all are n >50 and have approximately equal group sizes, F is robust and 
violations of normality can be ignored. 
Table 2. 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov scores for amount, willingness to pay, purchase intention and taste 
perception. 
 Statistic df p  
Amount 0.368 215 <.001  
Willingness to pay 0.165 204 <.001  
Purchase intention 0.175 215 <.001  
Taste perception 0.084 213 <.001  
  
  
REDUCING	  GUILT	  IN	  HEDONIC	  CONSUMPTION	   31	  
 The results of the Levene's tests, shown in Table 3, reveal that the variances of the 
scores for amount were significantly unequal, F(3, 211) = 2.965, p < .05. Therefore the 
assumption for homogeneity of variances was not met. However, due to equal group sizes, F 
is robust and the violation can be ignored. In addition, Table 3 reveals that the assumption 
for homogeneity of variances for the other variables (willingness to pay, purchase intention 
and taste perception) is met.  
Table 3. 
Levene's test for equality of variances for amount, willingness to pay, purchase intention and 
taste perception. 
 F df1 df2 p  
Amount 2.965 3 211 .033  
Willingness to pay 0.299 3 200 .826  
Purchase intention 0.644 3 211 .588  
Taste perception 1.819 3 209 .145  
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Appendix C 
Image and slogans used for our guilt manipulation. 
  
Reduced guilt condition: 
Get the guilt-free pleasure sensation. 
No guilt, just a truly pleasurable experience. 
Less guilty, more pleasurable delight. 
Without the guilt, it’s the most pleasurable of them all. 
Take the guilt-free path to pleasure. 
Guilt-free pleasure: what a tasty ingredient. 
 
Explicit guilt condition: 
Get the guilty sensation. 
A truly guilty experience. 
Guilty delight. 
It's the guiltiest of them all. 
Guilt is the path to pleasure. 
Guilt: what a tasty ingredient. 
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Implicit guilt condition: 
Get the evil sensation. 
A truly tempting experience. 
Devil's delight. 
It's the most irresistible of them all. 
Sin is the path to pleasure. 
Desire: what a tasty ingredient. 
 
No guilt control condition: 
Get the real sensation. 
A truly tasty experience. 
Real delight. 
It's the tastiest of them all. 
Chocolate is the path to pleasure. 
Cocoa: what a tasty ingredient. 
 
